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Per Curiam: 
 

Appellant was tried by special court-martial, military judge alone.  Pursuant to his pleas 

of guilty, entered in accordance with a pretrial agreement, Appellant was convicted of one 

specification of wrongful possession of cocaine, one specification of wrongful use of cocaine, 

one specification of wrongful use of marijuana, one specification of wrongful introduction of 

cocaine onto a U.S. Coast Guard installation, and one specification of wrongful introduction of 

marijuana onto a U.S. Coast Guard installation, all in violation of Article 112a, Uniform Code of 

Military Justice (UCMJ).  The military judge sentenced Appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, 

confinement for 300 days, and reduction to E-1.   Additionally, he granted Appellant 206 days of 
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confinement credit.  The Convening Authority approved the sentence as adjudged.  The pretrial 

agreement had no effect on the sentence. 

 

Before this Court, Appellant filed one assignment of error asserting that he was entitled 

to two additional days of confinement credit.  Subsequently, Appellant moved to withdraw that 

assignment conceding that the military judge correctly calculated the proper amount of credit.  

Accordingly, that motion is granted, and the case is treated as having been submitted on its 

merits without Appellant admitting that the findings and sentence are correct in law and fact.   

 

We have reviewed the record in accordance with Article 66, UCMJ.  Upon such review, 

the findings and sentence are determined to be correct in law and fact and, on the basis of the 

entire record, should be approved.  Accordingly, the findings of guilty and the sentence, as 

approved below, are affirmed.                 

 
 

For the Court, 
 
 
         

Roy Shannon Jr.  
        Clerk of the Court 
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